Democrats dominated the voting for both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue in 2008. Barack Obama won the popular vote for president by a margin in excess of 9.5 million votes, while Democratic House candidates did even better, outpolling their Republican counterparts across the nation by an aggregate of 13 million votes. The results are based on official returns, but they still must be considered a work in progress. In some states, the numbers are still subject to small changes.
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DOWN THE AVENUE:
THE RETURN OF BIG DEMOCRATIC MAJORITIES P resident Barack Obama and leading congressional Democrats have drawn some criticism for reminding people that they won the 2008 election. Whether there is an element of gracelessness in their comments is in the eye of the beholder. But on the elementary question as to whether the 2008 election constituted a clear-cut Democratic victory, the answer is resounding. It's a fact.
Obama captured the White House by more than 9 and a half million votes, the largest victory margin for any presidential winner since Ronald Reagan in 1984, and the largest for any Democrat since Lyndon Johnson in 1964. Down Pennsylvania Avenue, congressional Democrats did even better. They posted a 13-million vote advantage in the nationwide House vote as the party built their strongest majorities on Capitol Hill since the election of the 103rd Congress in 1992.
Yet in the broad scope of American history, big Democratic congressional majorities are nothing new. Since Franklin D. Roosevelt redefined American politics in the early 1930s, they have occurred so often that they could be considered a natural part of the political order -a default position to which voters regularly return.
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In the century and a half since the onset of the Civil War, there have been two basic eras in American politics. Divided by the Depression, they are of nearly equal length. The first era, which lasted from Abraham Lincoln's election in 1860 to 1932, is distinctly Republican. The second, which runs from Franklin D. Roosevelt's election in 1932 to the present, has had a Democratic tilt, especially when it comes to control of Congress.
Years in Era
Years dominant party controlled: For several decades after the Depression, Republicans bore the epithet, the "party of Hoover," which fairly or not translated into passivity in the face of human tragedy. Every time the GOP has seemed ready to finally break away from that connection, a recession comes along on their watch that reinforces the impression among many voters that Republicans are less the party of compassionate conservatism than that of the "green eye shade."
SINCE THE CIVIL WAR: TWO DISTINCT POLITICAL ERAS
A second factor in the Democrats' long-running congressional success was their hegemony in the South for more than a century after the Civil War. In essence, Democrats were able to operate on a "short field" when it came to constructing House and Senate majorities. While Republicans could meaningfully compete for seats in only three of the four regions, Democrats not only could win seats in all parts of the country, but could routinely count on a huge block of them from Dixie.
To be sure, this produced a situation where conservative Southern Democrats sometimes jumped ship and allied with Republicans on issues where they had mutual interest. But Democrats, North and South, were of common mind in organizing Congress and distributing the powerful committee chairmanships and other perquisites among themselves.
Democratic dominance of Southern congressional seats ended abruptly in the early 1990s, and so too do their control of Congress. As late as 1990, Democrats held
CONGRESSIONAL 'LANDSLIDES' SINCE WORLD WAR II
The aggregate nationwide Democratic House vote in 2008 was 11 percentage points higher than the Republican share, marking the first time in more than a quarter century that one party had outpolled the other by at least 10 points in the nationwide congressional ballot count. Overall, this is the sixth such landslide since the end of World War II. 
Caretakers or Celebrities
A mong the biggest Republican targets in 2010 may be those seats exposed by Obama Cabinet appointments. The Arizona governorship has already flipped to the GOP, with the Republican secretary of state moving up to the state's top job when Democratic Gov. Janet Napolitano left to accept the post of secretary of homeland security.
Republicans are also hopeful that they might pick off the upstate New York House seat vacated by Democrat Kirsten Gillibrand. She left the House to accept appointment to the Senate, filling the vacancy left by Hillary Clinton's departure to become secretary of state. A special election will be held March 31 in Gillibrand's former district along the Hudson River.
For weeks before selection of the little known Gillibrand, it appeared as though the Clinton Senate seat would go to Caroline Kennedy, the daughter of President John F. Kennedy. The seat had been held by her uncle, Robert, in the 1960s. And she had expressed interest in being appointed to it by Democratic Gov. David Paterson.
At first, Kennedy seemed the obvious choice -a quiet, wellregarded political celebrity with access to the tens of millions of dollars needed to run an expensive Senate race in 2010. But the longer her public audition for the job lasted -in interviews and meetings with New York Democratic leaders -the more negative the media coverage became.
PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL RATINGS FOR THE FIRST 100 DAYS
Most new presidents enjoy a "honeymoon" period, with their job approval scores going up or staying about the same during their first 100 days in office. Of the presidents who have served over the last half century, Ronald Reagan enjoyed the biggest spike in his approval rating during his early months in office, a period when he was seriously wounded in an assassination attempt. In contrast, Gerald Ford's approval rating dropped precipitously after he granted a controversial pardon to his predecessor, Richard Nixon, just a month after Ford took office. 
BUSH'S IMMEDIATE LEGACY: A DEMOCRATIC CONGRESS
It is a certainty that journalists and historians will be debating the legacy of George W. Bush's presidency for decades to come. But there is little doubt that his political legacy, at least in the short run, will be a negative one. Burdened by Bush's low approval ratings, congressional Republicans hemorrhaged seats during his second term and lost control of both the House and Senate. By the time she abruptly pulled out of consideration in late January, it was unclear that Paterson would have appointed her.
Yet Gillibrand is no sure bet to win a Senate election in 2010, nor for that matter, even a Democratic primary. The same goes for Illinois' new Democratic senator, Roland Burris, who has heard calls from major newspapers and leading Democratic officeholders around the state for his resignation. Appointed by the disgraced, and now departed Democratic Gov. Rod Blagojevich, Burris at first denied, then admitted, that he had attempted to raise money for the governor while being considered for Obama's vacant Senate seat.
(Continued on Page 12)
It did not take the Democrats long to turn their long-running minority on Capitol Hill into a majority. In just two election cycles, 2006 and 2008, the party gained a net of 55 seats in the House and a dozen in the Senate -a geographically broad-based advance that featured significant gains in every region of the country. All in all, opportunities clearly exist for the Republicans to cut into the Democratic margins on Capitol Hill next year. Yet the Democrats have built big enough majorities to withstand all but the fiercest of political tsunamis -sizable congressional majorities that the Republicans themselves have not known for more than three quarters of a century.
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